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PROJECT SUMMARY

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is in the process of removing the severely deteriorating
Goldsborough Dam on Goldsborough Creek. The purpose of this project is to restore creek
conditions to pre-dam status and to restore fish passage into the upper reaches of the system.
The current fish ladder system at Goldsborough Dam is ailmost non-functioning and only a few
salmonids are able to negotiate it. The dam has an unknown but likely negative impact on
migrating smolts.

One measure of the success of this restoration project is the increase in the proportion of smolts
originating from the area above the dam. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service conducted a study
to estimate salmonid (Oncorhynchus spp.) smolt production in Goldsborough Creek watershed
during spring 2001. This was the second year of pre-dam removal monitoring of salmonid
smolts in Goldsborough Creek. For results and information regarding the first year’s study
conducted in 2000, please see Celedonia et al. (2001)".

We assessed smolt production by using two rotary-screw traps, one above the dam and one below
the dam near the mouth of Goldsborough Creek (see Celedonia et al. (2001) for trap locations
and trap specifications). We operated the traps 24 hours per day. The lower trap was operated
from April 3, 2001, until June 7, 2001, and the upper trap was operated from April 3, 2001, until
June 14, 2001. Traps were checked twice per day, once in the morning and once in the late
afternoon. All fish were identified to species and counted.

We combined wild fish from both traps over a 2-day period to conduct trap efficiencies.
However, in using wild fish, we were only able to conduct trap efficiencies twice on the upper
trap and once on the lower trap. We attempted to use hatchery fish for two other trap efficiency
tests, but the hatchery fish we used in the early part of the season were not ready to migrate to
salt water and remained in the stream throughout the trapping season. However, we were
successful in using hatchery fish for a trap efficiency test at the end of the season. This gave us a
total of three trap efficiency tests for the upper trap and two for the lower trap.

Tables 1 to 6 on the following pages summarize daily catches, trap efficiencies, and stream

discharge information.

! CeAledonia, M.T., R.J. Peters, and B.R. Missildine. 2001. Pre-dam removal monitoring of
Goldsborough Creek, Washington: 2000 smolt trapping study. Misc. report. U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Western Washington Office, Lacey, Washington.
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Table 2. Gage readings and corresponding discharge estimates for the lower trap.

Lower trap

Gage (m)  Discharge (cfs)

.39 105
32 94
30 81
46 150
30 78
43 154
27 63

Table 3. Number of marked fish released and recaptured, and associated efficiency estimates by
date, for the lower trap.

Date Marked Recaptured Efficiency (%)
5/17/011 25 7 28.0
5/31/01? 183 13 7.1

! The efficiency test was conducted with wild fish captured in the upper and lower traps over a
two-day period.
? The efficiency test was conducted with Minter Creek hatchery stock.




0 0 0 g 0 0 0 6 0 cr 10/6T/¥
0 0 14 8 0 0 0 [ 0 60° 10/8T/¥
0 0 0 14! 0 0 0 L 0 £9 80 10/LT/Y
0 € 14 14| 0 0 0 14 0 60’ 10/9¢/v
4 4 S I 0 0 0 £ 0 60’ 10/ST/Y
L4 0 £ 8 0 0 0 (4 0 148 10/vT/Y
0 1 £ 01 0 0 0 0 0 £ 10/€C/y
I 0 4 I 0 0 0 0 0 80 10/¢T/v
0 0 [ 4 0 0 0 1 [ 80 LO/1C/Y
0 0 [ ¢ 0 0 0 I I L9 80 10/0C/v
0 0 0 0l 0 0 0 0 0 60 10/61/F
0 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 or 10/81/¢
0 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 or 10/L1/%
13 0 14 [4 0 0 0 0 0 60’ 10/91/v
I < 1 I 0 0 0 0 0 60’ 10/S1/¥
£ 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 I I 10/¢1/%
I 0 I [4 0 0 0 0 0 9L < [10/€1/y
0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 [ r 10/CLY
0 0 [4 0 0 0 0 0 1 81 10/11/%
0 r4 I I 0 0 0 0 0 [48 [0/01/%
0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 (45 10/6/t
0 I I 0 0 0 0 0 0 cr 10/8/%
0 0 [4 1% 0 0 0 0 0 SU 10/L/¥
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [ LT 10/9/%
1 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 [ ST [0/SHy
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 LT 10/v/v
0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 14 p/u 10/£/%
()
jfowus (s70) Y319y

yoeqsppong  Asudure] uwidmog jeomynn) peAY@AS uUMy)  JOOUI ) Oyo)) £13 ogo) a8reyosiq o8en aeq

"den zoddn oty ut sa1oads Iayo pue (“dds snyoudiy.0ouey) spiuotures Jo yoyeo e ‘b 2[qeL




0 0 1% 61 0 0 0 I [4 144 10/9¢/S
0 0 0 LT 0 0 0 [4 0 84 10/5T/S
0 0 0 8¢ 0 0 0 ¢ 0 84 10/¥C/S
0 0 1 01 0 0 0 I 1 i 10/£¢/S
0 0 C ¢l 0 0 0 I 0 124 10/7T/S
1 0 g IT 0 0 0 0 0 %4 10/1¢/S
0 0 ¢ Cl 0 0 0 ¢ 14 St 10/0T/¢
0 0 £ 6 0 0 0 [4 0 14 10/61/¢
0 0 0 Sl 0 0 0 £ 0 8v 10/81/¢
0 0 0 t 0 0 0 £ 0 p/u c10/LT/S
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 p/u 10/91/¢
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 148! [0 10/S1/S
0 0 [4 14 0 0 0 £ 0 p/u o/v1/¢
I I [4 [4 0 0 0 14 0 p/u 1O/€1/S
0 | [4 [4 0 0 0 £ I 80 1 10/T1/S
0 [4 9 £ 0 0 0 £ 0 80° JTO/T1/S
0 0 ¥ 14 0 0 0 I 0 80 1 10/01/8
0 0 L e 0 0 0 I 0 09 80 10/6/¢
0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 R0 1 10/8/S
0 [ 14 £ 0 0 0 14 0 60’ LO/LIS
0 0 0 Z 0 0 0 1 0 I 110/9/S
0 0 £ 0 1 0 0 I 0 I 1 10/5/S
0 1 £ 4 0 0 0 (4 0 (48 1078/
I 0 Z L 0 0 0 14! 0 U 110/E/S
9 0 0 [4 0 0 0 8 0 cr 10/2/¢
0 0 0 L 0 0 0 £ 0 LTI IT 10/1/8

I I 0 [4 0 0 0 S 0 ST 10/0¢/Y

()
jowus {(s19) 3oy

yoegeppus  Aaxdwey uldnog jeormmn) pesyeals  wny) yooumD) oyo)) A1y ogo)) a81eyosiq 23e0n =31:7g

LUCD “F S[qeL




01

FMOD JJOWS 040D [210} UL PIPNIIUL J0U S13M SILOUADIS dex) 10f pasealal sjfows oyoy) ,
‘ureansdn w (0§ pasour uonels Jurdes pue dery, ¢

'SLqap 4q powuref de1j,

"$3BWINS? aTe SFUIPEaT 93eF (UONINLSUCD 0] NP ISPIO JO Jno uones Furden .

(43 97 651 L9t I 0 0 It ge +BI0L
0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 8t 10/v1/9
0 0 I I 0 0 0 0 [ oy [10/£1/9
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6t 10/CH/9
0 I £ 0 0 0 0 0 I 8¢ 10/11/9
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I LE 10/01/9
[4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 LY 10/6/9
0 0 £ | 0 0 0 0 0 LY 10/8/9
0 0 0 (4 0 0 0 I 0 3¢ 10/L/9
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 8¢ 10/9/9
0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 8¢ 10/6/9
0 1 0 13 0 0 0 [ [ LY 10/+/9
0 ré 8 I 0 0 0 0 [4 o 10/£/9
0 1 14 [4 0 0 0 0 [ 6t 10/2/9
1 0 g [4 0 0 0 0 0 8¢ 10/1/9
0 0 8 I 0 0 0 I (4 54 8t 10/1¢€/8
0 0 1 L 0 0 0 0 I It 10/0€/S
0 0 L L 0 0 0 1 0 Iy 10/6T/S
1 0 ¢ 8 0 0 0 0 0 ot 10/8T/S
(4 0 £l Ll 0 0 0 I (4 o 10/LT/S
(ur)
jours (s30) WS1ey

yoeqapong  Asxdwe] uwidinog joIypn) pesy[es)s wWNY)  JOOUIY) Oy A11 oyo)) 98reyosi(y oFen aeq

1U0) “p 2qe L




Table 5. Gage readings and corresponding discharge estimates for the upper trap.

Upper trap

Gage (m)  Discharge (cfs)

12 76
.08 67
21 117
.08 60
21 114
38 43

! Gaging station re-established 500 m upstream.

Table 6. Number of marked fish released and recaptured, and associated efficiency estimates by

date, for the upper trap.
Date Marked Recaptured Efficiency (%)
5/1/01" 29 5 17.2
5/11/01! 26 8 30.8
5/31/012 150 37 247

! The efficiency test was conducted with wild fish captured in the upper and lower traps over a
two-day period.
2 The efficiency test was conducted with Minter Creek hatchery stock.
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